Using the March Current Population Surveys and the 1960 census, this article describes earnings and employment changes for married couples in different types of households stratified by the husband's hourly wage. While declines in male employment and earnings have been greatest for low-wage men, employment and earnings gains have been largest for wives of middle-and high-wage men. These findings cast doubt on the notion that married women have increased their labor supply in the recent decades to compensate for the disappointing earnings growth of their husbands.
earned an average of $9,000 per year. Hence, over the 2 decades of the 1970s and 1980s time worked for married males declined, and their earnings increased slightly, while the time worked and earnings of their spouses very roughly doubled.
One natural question and the primary question we address in this article is whether these two phenomena are closely linked. That is, are married men working less today because their wives are working more? Alternatively, have married women increased their time worked in response to the decline in employment and the lackluster earnings growth of their husbands? The aggregate figures cited above would seem to support these arguments.
In this article, we supplement the aggregate evidence cited above with evidence from the cross section comparing earnings and employment changes for married couples in different types of households stratified by the level of the husband's hourly wage. In doing so we find that compensating changes in husbands' and wives' earnings and time worked seen in the aggregate mask a very different structure at the individual level. We find that, while the declines in male employment and earnings have been greatest for low-wage men, employment and earnings gains for married women have been highest for the wives of middle-and highwage men. For example, between 1969 and 1989 the average real annual earnings of married men in the bottom wage quintile decreased by about 29% and their employment rate fell 12 percentage points. While the labor market performance of these men has been far worse than average, employment and earnings of their wives grew only 16 percentage points and 66%, respectively, lagging behind those of other women. Given these data the past 2 decades might be characterized as a period when lowwage men worked less while the wives of high-wage men worked more.
The findings described above closely parallel those of several other authors (Blackburn and Bloom 1990; Cancian, Danziger, and Gottschalk 1993) who have recently reported that rising correlation of wife's and husband's earnings is a significant contributing force toward rising inequality of family incomes. While rising inequality is the underlying theme in much of our analysis, we do not explicitly consider here whether women have contributed to inequality (Cancian et al.) or to what extent the rise in correlation of spouses' earnings accounts for the rise in family earnings inequality (Blackburn and Bloom). Our first goal in this article is to describe in a clear and simple manner the changes in employment and earnings of married men and women. While much of our analysis is descriptive, we view disaggregating the data by the husband's wage percentiles to be a key and innovative approach taken here. Percentiles calculated on the basis of wages, rather than earnings, are likely to be a better measure of the husband's relative earnings potential since they are less subject to temporary employment shocks and business cycle effects.
Once the data are organized in this manner, we find close parallel trends toward inequality in male wages and male employment, as well as earnings and employment of their wives.
Our second goal is to explore to what extent rapid changes in spouse's earnings have affected the labor supply of men and women. In addition to the cross-sectional evidence, we compare time-series changes over a longer time period than is typically studied by using the 1960 census as well as the March Current Population Surveys. Time-series evidence over the 3 decades-the 1960s, the 1970s, and the 1980s-also casts some doubt on a simple story of families substituting husband's and wife's time and earnings. In contrast to the 1970s and the 1980s, we find that employment of low-wage men actually increased during the 1 960s in spite of the fact that earnings growth for their wives was greater in the 1960s than during the later decades. One can conclude from this that female earnings were not the only significant factor determining the pattern of male employment over these 3 decades. In fact, these findings reconfirm our earlier findings (Juhn, Murphy, and Topel 1991; Juhn 1992) that declining wages generated by falling demand for low-skilled workers played the major role in the decline of male employment rates in the 1970s and the 1980s.
Trying to explain the rise in female employment over the past 2 decades based on the slow growth of husband's earnings is even more difficult. First, employment rates for married women have been rising over the entire twentieth century (see, e.g., Smith and Ward 1985) . Since male incomes have been rising over the vast majority of this time period, we are not surprised that the bulk of the increase in female labor supply cannot be explained by changes in husbands' earnings. A more limited but realistic goal may be to see whether the acceleration of the increase in female labor supply in the 1970s and the 1980s (as compared to the 1960s) can be attributed to the slowdown in male earnings growth during the 1970s and the 1980s. We find that at the aggregate level this story fits the data exceptionally well. Married women's employment increased approximately 11.9 percentage points over the 1960s as husbands' earnings increased 32% and grew at an accelerated pace (rising by 13.3 percentage points per decade in the 1970s and 1980s) as husbands' earnings growth slowed to less than 5% per decade. These types of observations may be the basis of the popular view that the increase in women's time in the market was not a matter of choice but a matter of necessity.
Once again, however, we find that the aggregate evidence hides a much more interesting structure at the individual level. First, the wives of lowwage men (those women married to men in the bottom quintile) had fastest employment growth in the 1960s when their husbands' earnings grew 42%. These women actually slowed their entry into the labor market in the 1970s and the 1980s as their husbands' earnings fell sharply. Just as in the cross-sectional comparisons, we find that the biggest slowdowns in earnings growth occurred for low-wage men, while the biggest acceleration in female participation came from the wives of high-wage men. This fact suggests to us that increased market opportunities for womenparticularly for highly skilled women-may have played a greater role than husbands' earnings in fueling the acceleration of female employment in the 1970s and the 1980s.
This article is organized as follows. Section II describes the matched husband and wife data from the Current Population Surveys and census that we use to analyze changes in employment and earnings for married couples. In this section we also briefly describe the changes in marriage rates that may have affected our sample. In Section III we describe changes in employment and earnings for married men and married women that occurred over the 1970s and 1980s for the full sample as well as disaggregated by husband's wage decile. We also explore in a simple way whether compositional changes toward households without children could in any way account for the observed changes in female labor supply. Section IV extends the time period of the analysis using data from the 1960 census. In Section V we attempt to quantify the effects of changes in spouse's earnings on employment using a range of cross-sectional estimates and use these estimates to reach our conclusions about the potential importance of spouse's earnings in explaining the employment changes observed for married men and women over the 1970s and 1980s. Our basic conclusion is that cross effects probably do not account for a significant part of the change in employment for either husbands or wives. Section VI concludes.
II. The Data Set of Married Couples
This article is based on data from the Annual Demographic Files on the March Current Population Surveys (CPS) for the survey years 1968-92. Since most of our calculations are based on annual earnings and weeks worked in the year previous to the survey, our analysis covers the calendar years 1967-91. We single out 3 years of comparable labor market activity-1969, 1979, and 1989-to study long-term changes. To further ensure against possible business cycle effects, we average 3 years of data centered around these years. Thus the averages we report for 1969, 1979, and 1989 are actually based on the 1968-70, 1978-80, and 1988-90 CPS data. In addition, we use the 1960 decennial census to examine changes in wife's time worked, although lack of data comparability limits our ability to extend our analysis fully to include the 1960s.
We focus on a sample of matched husband-wife pairs where neither spouse lived in group quarters, where neither spouse was in school or military service, and where the husband has between 1 and 30 years of potential labor market experience. As a result, the men in our sample range from 18 to approximately 53 years of age. The age range of women in the sample is larger, although the average age of women is slightly lower. ' Our sample sizes are 54,687, 64,230, and 56,950 observations for  1968-70, 1978-80, and 1988 One concern is that by focusing on a sample of married couples we are looking at a group that is becoming increasingly selected over time. Among men with 1-30 years of experience, the fraction married and living with a spouse declined 19 percentage points from 82% in 1969 to 63% in 1989. While a permanent decline in the likelihood of being married appears to be more important for the low-wage men and delay of first marriage is more a factor for the high wage men, the decline in marriage rates is more or less uniform across the percentile categories. There is some evidence that this uniform decline in marriage rates has led to an improvement in the quality of the single male population. For example, among single men with 1-30 years of experience, the fraction falling into the bottom decile of the overall wage distribution declined from 21.6% in 1969 to 15.5% in 1989. The effect of declining marriage rates on the average quality of the married population appears to be less significant, however. Among our sample of married men, the fraction in the bottom wage decile fell only slightly from 7.5% in 1969 to 6.9% in 1989, while the fraction in the top wage decile increased slightly from 10.9% to 12.2% over the same time period. These results suggest that our calculations based on the married population should not be seriously affected by such changing selection bias.
After selecting our sample of matched husband-wife pairs we assign to each couple a percentile category based on the husband's wage. To determine the husband's percentile position, we constructed a sample of all men (both married and single) with 1-30 years of potential labor market experience who were not in school or the military. Then for each year of potential experience, we ranked individuals based on their percentile position in the hourly wage distribution in each year. One difficulty is that earnings are not observed for men who did not work the entire year. Following a method introduced in previous papers (Juhn et al. 1991 ; Juhn 1992), we imputed wages to nonworking men from the wage distribution of those who worked 1-13 weeks while controlling for education level, potential experience, marital status, and labor market status of the spouse. We also corrected for measurement error in hourly wages that arises from dividing annual earnings by total annual hours worked by using the distribution of hourly wages reported on survey week data that are avail-' In previous versions we also attempted to account for cohabitants by matching unrelated males and females living in the same households. Adding cohabitants to the sample did not seriously alter our results. .2I. 
III. Changes in Earnings and Employment
In this section we describe changes in employment and earnings of married men and married women over the period 1969-89. We begin by documenting the enormous rise in male wage inequality that has been noted in numerous other studies.' As we show in the following figures and tables, however, a trend toward inequality can be seen along other dimensions such as male employment rates and employment and earnings of wives. Table 1 examines the change in wife's average annual hours worked more closely by decomposing the change in average annual hours into changes in three component parts-the fraction of women who worked at least 1 week (annual participants), average weeks worked among the annual participants, and hours worked per week among those who worked in any given week. Table 1 suggests that the bulk of the change in total annual hours (close to 50%) is due to increases in the fraction of women who worked at least 1 week out of the year. It appears that relatively little of the change is due to women moving from part-time to full-time status. For example, for the sample of married women as a We calculate average hourly wages of working wives by first summing annual earnings across all working wives and dividing this number by the sum of total annual hours worked by working wives. This is a weeks-weighted measure of the hourly wage that would be analogous to the average hourly wage calculated from survey week earnings reported on the May CPS. Goldin (1989) and Smith and Ward (1989) argue that wage growth for women has been understated due to changing composition of working women induced by the entry of women with low levels of experience into the labor market. Our weeks-weighted average wage would downplay the importance of this compositional change by giving greater weight to women with stronger labor market attachment.
wage has become increasingly more positive as the wives of men in the top decile gained about 38% in real wages while wives of the lowest decile men gained about 21%. While it is possible that the underlying sorting pattern has changed so that men and women are now more positively sorted than before, it is more likely that these differential wage gains reflect a more general pattern of high-skilled women gaining on less skilled women. For example, if we take the same sample of married women and compare across education categories rather than the husband's wage categories, we find that wages of college-educated women While estimation of a structural model incorporating the joint nature of women's marital, work, and fertility decisions is beyond our scope here, we can examine to what extent changes in fertility are correlated with changes in wife's labor market participation across these low-and high-wage households. Column 1 of table 2 presents changes in the fractions of married women without children over the 1969-89 period. Table  2 illustrates that changes in fertility patterns are correlated with changes in female labor supply across these percentile categories. For example, the fraction of married women without children increased about 7 percentage points for the bottom quintile, while the fraction increased almost twice as much (by 13 percentage points) for the top quintile. Given that women with children work significantly less than women without children, it is possible that differing changes in fertility could account for the differential 6 We also investigated to what extent the increase in annual earnings is due to increases in hours worked as opposed to increases in the hourly wage. For the sample of married women as a whole, the rise in annual hours alone accounted for approximately 57% of the total change in annual earnings. The increase in hours appears to be somewhat more important for women in the low and middle percentile categories, accounting for approximately 2/3 of the change in earnings. the composition-fixed changes.7 Table 2 shows that the bulk of the total change (25% out of 27%) in the aggregate employment rate of married women is attributable to changing employment rates within fertility classes. In addition, the within component appears to be important for both the high-and low-wage households. Our basic conclusion (at least based on the simple approach we have taken here) is that changes in employment across all categories of women rather than changes in fertility patterns play the predominant role in accounting for the aggregate increase in female labor supply as well as the differences across these households. Figure 7 emphasizes this point. It shows average employment rates of women with children 6 years old or less in 1969 and again in 1989. While the levels of employment differ, both the changes and the observable pattern across the percentile categories are very similar to those exhibited in figure 3. Among women with young children, the employment rate increased 28 percentage points from 26% in 1969 to 54% in 1989 (the corresponding change for the whole sample of women was an increase of 27%). As was the case in figure 3, the increases in employment are larger for wives of middle-and high-wage men (averaging around 35 7 Since family composition variables such as the presence of children are defined on the basis of the survey week, we also define our employment status based on the survey week and report the fraction who are employed during the survey week. The changes in employment rates reported here therefore will differ slightly from the changes based on weeks worked numbers which are reported in the rest of this article. I.,,,,,,  ,  l.,,;...... .,., 
We begin by comparing the time-series changes in female employment rates shown in the top left-hand panel and the changes in male earnings
shown in the bottom right hand panel to see whether female employment rates increased most sharply in those periods and for those households where male earnings declined the most. As can be seen from the table, the aggregate numbers suggest that female employment may have accelerated in the 1970s and the 1980s in response to a slowdown in male earnings. Employment of married women rose 11.9 percentage points from 1959 to 1969 as husbands' earnings rose 28.1%. The employment rate for these women then rose 13.5% and 13.0 percentage points in the 1970s and the 1980s as husbands' earnings growth slowed to 3.8% and 4.8% per decade, respectively.
The cross-effects story is not so convincing for the wives of low-wage men. Among women married to men in the bottom quintile of the wage distribution, employment increased 11.6 percentage points from 1959 to 1969 despite a 35.1% increase in their husband's earnings. Surprisingly, the increase over the 1960s was larger than the 7.7% and 8.6 percentage point increases observed over the 1970s and the 1980s when male earnings declined 11.6% and 21.6%, respectively.
Evidence from table 3 likewise casts some doubt on the claim that men reduced their time worked over the 1970s and 1980s in response to the increase in wives earnings. In previous sections we found that employment declined primarily among low-wage men. While the employment rates for these men fell over the 1970s and 1980s, the earnings of their wives grew the most over the 1960s. As the table shows, the employment rate of men in the bottom wage quintile increased 4.5 percentage points from 1959 to 1969, while the earnings of their wives grew 52.6%. In contrast, employment rates for this same group fell by 7.6% and 4.7 percentage points over the 1970s and the 1980s when the earnings of their spouses increased 26.8% and 24.0%.
As we have seen so far, comparisons across different percentiles of the wage distribution as well as comparisons across time periods indicate that changes in earnings of the spouse certainly could not be the only factor leading to the changes in either male or female labor supply. In the following analysis we attempt to quantify how much, if any, of the observed changes in male and female labor supply can be linked to the changing employment and earnings patterns of the spouse. We begin by estimating the empirical relationship between the husband's employment rate and wife's earnings from the cross section, holding constant the husband's own wage and other characteristics such as education. We carry out a similar exercise for the wife. There is an extensive literature on estimating male and female labor supply equations.8 Our purpose here is not to introduce a richer structural model or a new estimation strategy that will improve on previous studies but to obtain cross-sectional estimates from our data that lie within the range of estimates obtained by other studies and that we can use to predict employment changes.9 By comparing the actual changes in male and female employment rates to the predicted changes, we can assess the relative importance of spouse's earnings as an explanation for the changes in employment of both married men and women. We begin our analysis by posing a simple model of labor supply behavior of men and women. In this model, the male labor supply is given by =o0 + ,1 ln(Wm) + a2Y m + OtZm + e, () where En is the husband's employment rate; Wm is his hourly wage rate; Ym is his nonlabor income, including the earnings of the wife; Zm is a vector of other variables that may also affect his employment; and e is the disturbance term. Notice that, in this model, the effect of the wife's earnings enters only through the parameter a2, which measures the effect 8 Pencavel (1986) provides an excellent survey article on male labor supply, while the review article by Heckman and Killingsworth (1986) and the articles by Smith (1980) and Mroz (1987) are the standard references for female labor supply. 9 Heckman and Killingsworth (1986) note that, given the wide range of results reported on female labor supply elasticities, it is not difficult to find at least one other set of results similar to one's own. In what follows, we estimate parameters in equations (1) and (2) using cross-sectional data. Using our data of matched husband-wife couples, we estimate equations (1) and (2) for the 3 time periods, 1968-70, 1978-80, and 1988-90 . The dependent variables are the husband's and the wife's employment rate defined as the fraction of weeks an individual was employed in a given year. We predict wages for nonworking individuals using the husband's wage decile dummies, husband's and wife's education dummies, dummy variables for children aged 1-6 and children aged 7-17, age and age squared of the wife, region dummies, and year dummies. "Nonlabor income" is the sum of nonwage income of the husband and the wife plus the earnings of the spouse measured in thousands of 1982 dollars.
We report our estimates for the male employment equation in table 4. We use actual reported hourly wages of husbands in the regressions but instrument these reported wages with the wage decile dummies (corrected for measurement error and imputed for nonworkers) to minimize the effect of measurement error in wages. In addition, to allow employment to be more responsive at low wages, we estimate the wage parameter, (Xi, via three linear splines defined for wages in approximately the 1-20, 21-40, and 41+ percentile ranges. Since a wife's earnings are likely to be endogenous to her husband's employment rate, we estimate the effect of the husband's nonlabor income using two alternative instruments. The first specification, reported in columns 1-3, uses the wife's log hourly wage to instrument for the husband's nonlabor income. In the second specification, reported in columns 4-6, we use dummy variables for the presence of children aged 1-6 and children aged 7-17 as instruments. Our estimates of the nonlabor income effect vary somewhat with our choice of instruments. Both the wife's wage and dummy variables for children have their respective problems as instruments and may lead to different biases in our estimates. For example, the extremely small effect 10 The direct cross effect between the wife's earnings and husband's labor supply due to complementarity and substitutability of leisure is restricted to equal zero in this model. We also tested specifications where the spouse's wage and nonlabor income (excluding transfers) enter separately in the employment equations. The estimated income effect fluctuates across different years and is large and positive in 1988-90. The instability of these estimates may be due to severe underreporting of income data (other than earnings) on the CPS. For further discussion of these problems, see Smith (1980). . 4-6 use dummy variables for the husband's wage decile and dummy variables for children aged 1-6 and children aged 7-17. Wages are log average hourly earnings computed as the natural logarithm of annual wage and salary earnings divided by weeks worked times usual weekly hours. Three separate wage coefficients are estimated via linear splines defined for wages in 1-20, 21-40, and 41 + percentile ranges. Nonlabor income is measured as the sum of the nonwage income for the husband and wife plus the wife's total earnings (wage and salary income plus income from self-employment) in $1,000. Additional right-hand-side variables in the regression, which we do not report here, include region dummies, year dummies, and husband's education. Since we restrict our sample to primeage males, we assume that age per se does not directly affect male employment rates. of the wife's earnings we estimate when we use the wife's wage as an instrument may be due to positive assertive mating. That is, it may be the case that women who have higher than average wages tend to marry men who have both high wages and high employment rates for a given wage. This latter positive correlation between wife's wage and husband's employment rate would tend to positively bias our estimate from these specifications towards zero. In contrast, using children as instruments for wife's earnings may actually lead to a bias in the opposite direction. If children induce husbands to work more, even holding constant the wife's earnings and husband's wage, this would tend to make our estimates from this specification somewhat too large."t With these reservations about our instruments in mind, we describe our results below.
First, we estimate a relatively small "nonlabor income" effect for husbands. For example, the largest nonlabor income effect we report in table 4 is -.0014 (reported in col. 6), which implies that a $1,000 increase in wife's earnings would lead to slightly more than a 0.1 percentage point decline in the husband's employment rate translating into an elasticity of approximately -.04. However, since the decline in employment occurred predominantly among low-wage men, we are particularly interested in the effect of nonlabor income and wife's earnings on the employment of low-wage men. We therefore restrict the sample to low-wage men whose wages fall in the bottom quintile of the wage distribution and report the estimates of the same model for this sample in table 5. For the sample of low-wage men, the largest estimate we obtain is -.0112 in 1988-90, which translates into an elasticity of about -.11. Employment among these lowwage men declined approximately 12 percentage points from 1969 to 1989. The increase in wife's earnings could potentially account for up to 2 percentage points (or 18%) of this decline."2 Our other findings of interest in tables 4 and 5 pertain to wage elasticities. We find here as we have elsewhere (see Juhn et al. 1991; Juhn 1992 ) that male labor supply is positively related to wages and is significantly more elastic at low wages. For example, we find that in 1988-90 a 10% increase in the hourly wage increases male employment by approximately 2.5 percentage points at wages below the 20th percentile (for an elasticity of about .31) but has a trivial effect on employment at wages above the 40th percentile. Thus, any discussion of the male labor supply elasticity would appear to depend crucially on the wage levels of the men in question. The second finding of note is that the male labor supply elasticity estimated from the cross section has increased considerably over the years. 12 The list of estimates for the nonlabor income elasticity documented by Pencavel (1986) range from -.29 to .02 while the estimates of the compensated wage elasticity range from .05 to .19. Our findings are in general agreement with these findings in that we find the compensated wage elasticity to be a small positive number and the income elasticity to be a small negative number for men overall.
For example, for men with wages below the 20th percentile, the partial labor supply elasticity is only .0953 in 1968-70 (col. 4 of table 4), but we estimate a partial elasticity as large as .2473 in 1988-90. This increase over the years implies that labor supply elasticities estimated from the cross section also depend crucially on the time period studied.
To summarize, based on our estimates from cross-sectional data, we find that an increase in wife's earnings leads to a trivial decline in husband's employment for men overall but a modest decline in employment among low-wage men. For men with low wages who have had the largest employment declines, the fall in their wages can account for somewhere between 20% and 50% of the employment decline since 1969, while the increase in wife's earnings could account for somewhere between 5% and 20%. Our conclusion is that the own wage effect dominates the effect of wife's earnings in explaining the decline in male employment.
In table 6 we present estimates for the wife's employment equation analogous to those reported for men in table 4. In order to preserve simplicity, and because of a lack of adequate instruments, we ignore a number of issues in our estimation of the woman's employment equation that may be important and have been the focus of research in many previous papers.13 For one, we do not address the issue of selection bias that may result from imputing wages for nonworkers based on data from working women, and in general we do not allow for the fact that wages may be endogenous. We also sidestep the question of endogenous marriage and fertility decisions. We report results for specifications with and without controlling for the presence of children aged 1-6 and children aged 7-17. In both specifications, we use dummy variables for the husband's wage decile to instrument for the wife's nonlabor income.
As was the case with men, the estimates for the women vary considerably over different time periods. In general, the cross-sectional relationship between female employment and wages appears to have grown stronger over time, while the relationship between wife's employment and husband's earnings appears to have grown weaker over time. This latter finding is consistent with figure 3, which indicated that the largest increases in employment occurred among women married to men with relatively high wages and earnings.
13 Mroz (1987) provides the most complete sensitivity analysis of the consequences of different strategies adopted in estimating female labor supply. His results are not directly comparable to ours since his dependent variable is annual hours worked among working women while our variable, the fraction of weeks an individual is employed (including 0 weeks worked), is more of a participation measure. However, his conclusion that the female labor supply elasticities may be smaller than previously thought is generally in line with the relatively small responses we observe in our data. NOTES.-See notes to table 1 for sample selection criteria. "Log hourly wage" is log average hourly earnings of the wife computed as the natural logarithm of annual wage and salary earnings divided by weeks worked times usual weekly hours. Wages for nonworkers are predicted using the husband's wage decile dummies, husband's and wife's education, dummy variables for children, wife's age, region, and year dummies. "Nonlabor income" is measured as the sum of the nonwage income for the husband and wife plus the husband's total earnings (wage and salary income plus income from self employment) in $1,000. We use as instruments dummy variables for the husband's wage decile. Additional right-handside variables in the regression, which we do not report here, include region dummies, year dummies, wife's age and age squared, and wife's education.
As we report in the first row of table 6, we estimate that a 10% increase in the wife's own wage would lead to a 0. we would actually predict women's employment to fall slightly based on this factor alone. For women married to men in the bottom quintile of the wage distribution, husbands' earnings declined nearly 30%. This would account for approximately 2.8 percentage points of the total increase of 16.3 percentage points among these women since 1969. Clearly, shifts in female labor supply is the overwhelming effect even for these women in low-wage households.
Finally, we note that, as expected, the presence of children has a large negative effect on female employment. The presence of children aged 1-6 lowers the wife's employment rate somewhere between 18 and 22 percentage points. If we were to simply treat children as an exogenous variable, this would imply that the decline in the number of households with children could account for somewhere between 2 and 3 percentage point increase in female employment. We also note that the negative relationship between children and female employment has grown weaker over the period 1969-89, indicating that increases in employment have been equally large if not larger among women with children than among women without children.
Given that labor supply of married women has been on the increase well before the deterioration in male earnings, it is not too surprising that we predict a trivial increase in female labor supply based on male earnings. A somewhat more reasonable question is whether the slowdown in male earnings growth in the 1970s and the 1980s can to any degree account for the acceleration of the growth in female employment witnessed in these same 2 decades. We address this question in The 1.4 percentage point acceleration seen in the aggregate, however, masks an actual deceleration of more than 3 percentage points for women in low-wage households and an acceleration of 5 percentage points for women in high-wage households. As can be seen in the table, while the predicted acceleration in female employment growth was greatest for the wives of low-wage men, the actual acceleration occurred for the wives of high-wage men. Table 7 indicates that changes in husband's earnings is unable to predict the biased growth in female employment toward highwage households that has been a major development in female labor supply in recent decades.
VI. Conclusion
The results in this article suggest that in the aggregate the slowdown in men s earnings appears to have contributed somewhat to the acceleration of married women's employment during the recent decades. Further analysis, however, shows that this acceleration is not the major quantitative change in female labor supply witnessed over the past 2 decades. Instead, we find that the last 2 decades have been a time when the relative participation rates of married women have shifted enormously, with the wives of high-wage men increasing their employment rates significantly more than the wives of low-wage men. Since the slowdown in male earnings growth was greatest for low-wage men and smallest for highwage men, these relative shifts run completely contrary to what would be expected based on a simple cross-effects story.
The major challenge then is to identify what forces have served to counteract the cross-sectional effect of the slowdown in husband's earnings growth that seems to fit the aggregate data so well. While we have no real answers to this question, we have a few preliminary ideas. First, changes in women's wages and market opportunities appear to be consistent with biased growth in female employment, since wage growth of women in low-wage households slowed considerably while wage growth of women in high-wage households held steady during the 1970s and the 1980s as compared to the 1960s. The actual impact of changes in market opportunities may have been even greater than observed in cross-sectional data in that the entry of women with low levels of experience and changing composition of working women most probably understated increasing wage opportunities for women (see, e.g., Smith and Ward 1989). If experience and investments in human capital are particularly important for high-wage women, then wage growth may be especially understated for women in high-wage households. In addition, a sharp nonneutral shift in labor supply for men between the late 1960s and the early 1970s suggests that similar forces may have been at work for low-wage women over the same period. We intend to address these issues in our future work.
Data Appendix

I. Imputation of Wages for Nonworking Males
The Annual Demographics Supplement on the March CPS contains retrospective earnings and employment information for the year previous to the survey. This design allows us to calculate hourly wages even for men who worked only part of the year. However, a significant portion of prime-age men do not work at all during the year and have missing wage data. For example, 4.7% of the men with 1-30 years of potential labor market experience who were not enrolled in school or in the military did not work at all during 1989. Following a method first introduced in our previous papers (Juhn 1991; Juhn et al. 1992), we impute the potential wage offer distribution of these nonworking men using the distribution of observed wages of men who worked very little, namely, 1-13 weeks.
There are a number of reasons to believe that the wages of those who worked very little may be a close proxy of the unobserved wage offers of nonworking men. For example, the educational attainment of the two groups are similar in that approximately 43.6% of the nonworkers were high school dropouts, and only 7.5% were college graduates during the 1982-89 period. Among men who worked 1-13 weeks, 38.5% were high school dropouts, and 7.3% were college graduates. Even more telling is the comparison of survey week wages. For those men who did not work the entire year but reentered the labor market in the following year, we have valid survey week wages for the outgoing rotation samples beginning in 1982. These men had average wages approximately 43% below the mean of their cohort. Using the same outgoing rotation samples, we calculated the average survey week wages of those who worked 1-13 weeks the previous year and found it was also approximately 43% below the mean.
To estimate the full wage offer distribution (including those offered to nonworkers), we first divided the sample of prime-age men into 72 groups based on six experience groups, four education groups, and three marital status groups defined as single, married with a working spouse, and mar-ried with a nonworking spouse. For each group in each year, we then reweighted each male who worked 1-13 weeks by the factor (1 + No/ N-13), where No is the number of nonworkers and N1-13 is the number of workers who worked 1 -13 weeks within the group. Alternatively we could have run a wage equation with bracketed weeks worked last year as an additional regressor and predicted wages for nonworkers. We view our method as preferable, however, because we are using information on the full distribution of wages of part-year workers and not just the means.
II. Correction for Measurement Error in Wages
While organizing the data based on the husband's wage percentile is an important innovation in our article, one problem with our wagebased approach is measurement error in wages. Measurement error is an especially serious problem in our data in that we calculate hourly wages by dividing annual earnings by annual hours worked. If weeks are measured with error, this results in a spurious negative relationship between weeks and hourly wages. In our previous work, we have compared the distribution of wages based on retrospective March data (calculated by dividing annual earnings by annual hours) with the distribution of reported hourly wages from the survey week data available for the outgoing rotation samples since 1982. We have found that the variance of calculated wages is much larger than the variance of reported wages, particularly in the low weeks-worked categories. For example, for those who worked 1-13 weeks, the variance of log hourly wages calculated from annual earnings and hours was .69 while the variance of reported wages was .24. This suggested to us that we were misclassifying a significant number of men in the low weeks-worked categories to high-wage categories due to measurement error.
While measurement error in survey week wages remains a problem, we partially correct the distribution in calculated wages by using the distribution of reported survey week wages. Using data from the outgoing rotation samples for 1982-92, we calculated for each weeks-worked bracket and percentile category the difference in log wages necessary to make the two distributions equal. We then applied this correction factor to calculated hourly wages for all years from 1967 to 1991.
